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Abstract: With the rapid development of the livestock industry, the demand for forage is increasing, and it is urgent to screen
new forage crop varieties. In this study, two national forage sugarcane varieties were used as the control. The biological yield
of 15 sugarcane varieties and the routine nutritional components of 10 green fodder were measured and analyzed to explore the
principal component variation of sugarcane at different cutting stages, and evaluate the feeding value of sugarcane, so as to
provide scientific basis for more than one year of sugarcane harvest and whole plant feeding. Crude protein (CP), acid deter-
gent fiber (ADF), water-soluble carbohydrate (WSC) and crude fat (EE) were selected by factor principal component analysis,
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which basically contained all the information of the indexes measured. Among the 15 sugarcane varieties, Yunzhe 12-201° had
the highest CP content, which was 8.80 %, ‘ROC22’ with the lowest ADF content, 35.25 %. The highest WSC content was
from ‘Yunzhe 00-290°, 6.16 %. The highest EE content was from ‘Yunzhe 01-286°, 1.40 %. The CP content of ‘ROC22’ and
‘Yunzhe 12-201° was higher than that of CK1 and CK2. The ADF content of ‘Q27°,°ROC22’,“Yunzhe 01-286°, ‘Yunzhe
06-160’,°Yunzhe 12-142-1-J°,‘Dianzhe 11-728 was lower than that of CK1 and CK2. The WSC content of ‘Q27’,°Yunzhe
00-290°,°Yunzhe 12-142-1-J°,*Yunzhe 16-16’,‘Dianzhe 11-726’ and ‘Dianzhe 11-728” was higher than that of CK1 and CK2.
There was no significant difference in EE content between 15 sugarcane varieties and CK1 (P>0.05), except ‘Yunzhe 06-160°.
There was no significant difference in EE content between 14 sugarcane varieties and CK2. Except for ‘Dianzhe 11-726°, there
was no significant difference in Ca content between 14 varieties and CK1 and CK2. The CP content of all sugarcane varieties
in the first cutting period was higher than that in the second cutting period, and the ADF, WSC, EE and Ca content in the first
cutting period was higher than that in the second cutting period, with 12, 5, 4 and 14 sugarcane varieties, respectively. The
total yield of 15 sugarcane was 71.40—163.95 t/hm?, higher than that of CK1 and CK2. The yield of CP, ADF, WSC and EE per
unit area of 15 sugarcane varieties exceeded that of CK1 and CK2, and the Ca yield of 15 sugarcane varieties exceeded that of
CK2. Comprehensive evaluation showed that sugarcane could be used as ruminant feed with high nutritional value and eco-
nomic benefit. In this study, five varieties ‘Q27°,°ROC22’,Yunzhe 01-286°,“Yunzhe 12-201°,‘Dianzhe 11-728” were selected
as the sources of forage sugarcane, which could not only meet the raw material needs of forage animals, but also form an in-

dustrial development model of sugar-animal linkage..
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Tab. 1 Average of raw data %
AP Cultivar DM CP NDF ADF ADL EE WSC Ash Ca P

Q27 16.69 7.69 64.82 36.75 4.87 1.31 5.11 7.03 0.52 0.17
FR93-910 17.90 7.88 69.45 38.67 5.42 1.24 3.02 7.19 0.61 0.22
CP72-3709 15.27 7.78 67.89 38.12 5.08 1.11 2.58 7.35 0.57 0.21
ROC22 15.60 8.42 65.43 35.24 4.86 1.22 3.50 7.99 0.61 0.15
o 00-290 21.19 7.24 68.64 39.74 5.37 1.19 6.16 6.34 0.55 0.13
= 01-286 18.31 7.23 67.15 35.17 5.02 1.40 2.65 6.38 0.66 0.19
I 06-160 17.18 8.08 67.15 36.41 4.77 0.95 3.91 7.35 0.59 0.21
= HE 12-201 19.13 8.80 67.53 37.80 4.76 1.45 3.91 7.42 0.58 0.18
i 122251 18.80 7.74 66.40 37.83 4.51 1.28 3.44 7.10 0.62 0.20
= 12-198 17.72 7.54 64.27 39.20 4.27 1.39 2.72 7.02 0.63 0.16
i 12-142-1-J 17.59 7.73 68.73 35.38 4.50 1.36 4.21 7.47 0.57 0.18
= 14-357 20.04 8.23 68.94 38.43 3.77 1.26 3.21 7.06 0.62 0.22
= HE 16-16 17.59 7.60 66.82 40.28 4.81 1.34 5.15 7.56 0.59 0.22
TERE 11-726 16.95 6.66 65.43 37.92 4.40 1.33 5.50 7.50 0.46 0.23
T 11-728 18.89 6.88 60.54 36.29 4.70 1.36 5.25 7.08 0.60 0.21
M 101 (CKI1) 16.44 7.51 63.07 40.02 4.99 1.22 3.51 7.44 0.67 0.23
[ 117 (CK2) 17.54 8.26 66.07 37.20 5.03 1.51 4.10 7.36 0.51 0.34

®2 EHSRBSH

Tab. 2 Principal component extraction and analysis

ERTS RAIEH pifies FIRTTHE
Component Eigen Contribution Cumulqtive
values rate/% contribution/%

1 2.158 21.579 21.579

2 1.884 18.838 40.417

3 1.339 13.390 53.807

4 1.327 13.275 67.082

5 1.042 10.419 77.501

6 0.938 9.376 86.877

7 0.634 6.339 93.216

8 0.433 4.332 97.548

9 0.191 1.909 99.458

10 0.054 0.542 100.000

®3 EHAAWER

Tab. 3 Principal component analysis results

A 43 Principal component
Component I i i v \Y%
THJs 0.722 0387 -0256 0.394 —0.034
HEH —-0.643 0303 0011 0525 -0.079
LR RV R SR -0.068 0523 0376 0.657 —0.131
RRVEVE U 27 4 0299  0.114 0.154 0.136  0.809
VNGES 0.093  0.066 0.639 -0.146  0.192
HLARI 0.184 -0.327 -0.661 0.307 —0.016
KEHROKIEEY 0661 —-0.548 0295  0.104 —0.141
HIR Sy —0.735 -0.473 0.111 0062  0.028
5 -0.197 0707 —0.356 —0.433  0.234
W 0265 —0.469 —0.19 0358  0.499

AEXT L Y AH OC R 530 h 0.722, 0.661, —0.735;
9 R R AR N 1.884, TTHKE N 18.838%,
Xof o 9 REAE [ R B R BAE Ca. WSC., NDF
FEJTI  H  E RRIE(E 1.339, BUEkR
9 13.390%, HEB KM ZE EE. ADL &, #¢
FHCH-0661 . 0.639.; =5 P I o 1 FFAE(E Ny
1.327, BUHRER K 13.275%, FiEHKm2 CP il
NDF & &, HIERECN 0.525, 0.657; 55 H EhL
SYIRFIE(E R 1.042, BTN 10.419%, i
KIWs& ADF, HHXRECH 0.809, LI 5 A~FAL
P B TERR N 77.501%, A E T s
PR A E .

T 2 e AR, XX 10 TUE 5 AL
OYEATAREME AT, 3% 4 455K, DM 585
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Tab. 4 Correlation coefficients between indicators
.53 Component DM CP NDF ADF ADL EE WSC Ash Ca
CP -0.074
NDF 0.248 0.405
ADF 0.227 —0.115 0.068
ADL —0.145 —0.036 0.102 0.059
EE 0.211 -0.026 -0.207 -0.083 -0.160
WSC 0.310 -0.414" —0.204 0.136 0.133 0.090
Ash -0.652" 0.402 —0.140 -0.088 -0.168 -0.065 —0.069
Ca 0.095 0.138 -0.087 0.067 —-0.021 -0.142 -0.616"  -0.186
P -0.174 0.090 ~0.094 0.070 -0.023 0.246 -0.079 0.258 -0.243
! pP<0.05 P<0.01

Note: " indicates significant correlation (P<0.05), " indicates extremely significant correlation (P<0.01).
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B (Bk “=iE 06-160" ) Tl FE2ES, Hd, EE
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Tab. 5 Analysis of main nutritional components of different varieties %
b HEN R T 8 U4 2T 24 KRS Y bihi=3ii) 5
Cultivar CP ADF WSC EE Ca

Q27 7.69+0.80° 36.75+1.76" 5.11+0.80% 1.31+0.14% 0.52+0.02*
FR93-910 7.89+0.44° 38.67+3.59" 3.02+0.26¢ 1.24+0.23% 0.61+0.02%
CP72-3709 7.78+0.74° 38.12+3.15° 2.58+0.08¢ 1.11£0.17% 0.57+0.02%
ROC22 8.42+0.02° 35.2540.31° 3.51+0.55% 1.23+0.33% 0.61+0.02%
= 00-290 7.24+0.83° 39.75+1.37° 6.16+0.38" 1.19+0.24% 0.56+0.06*
= 01-286 7.23+0.98° 35.17+0.36" 2.66+0.69¢ 1.40+0.13" 0.66+0.14"
= 06-160 8.09+0.81° 36.42+0.40° 3.91+0.27°¢ 0.95+0.10° 0.59+0.00%
=i 12-201 8.80+1.23° 37.80+£2.39* 3.92+0.05%¢ 1.45£0.16" 0.58+0.01*
= 12-251 7.74+0.80° 37.83+£1.24° 3.44+0.15¢ 1.28+0.10* 0.62+0.05™
e 12-198 7.54+1.01° 39.20+0.52° 2.7240.26° 1.39+0.03* 0.63+0.00™
=HE 12-142-1-] 7.74+0.86" 35.38+1.01° 4.21+0.06"¢ 1.36+0.17* 0.57+0.07%
T 14-357 8.23+0.73* 38.43+1.03" 3.21£0.20¢ 1.26+0.11% 0.62+0.01%
=i 16-16 7.60£1.09° 40.28+0.16" 5.16+0.18% 1.34+0.11% 0.59+0.00%®
T 11-726 6.66+0.55° 37.93+0.47° 5.50+£1.29% 1.33£0.06™ 0.46+0.04°
TEHE 11-728 6.88+0.70° 36.30+1.44° 5.25+0.57* 1.36£0.03" 0.60+0.06*
[E 4% 101 (CK1) 7.51+0.11° 40.02+3.88" 3.52+0.19%¢ 1.2240.02%° 0.68+0.13"
4% 117 (CK2) 8.26+0.62° 37.20+1.57° 4.11£0.07%¢ 1.51+0.01° 0.52+0.04%

T FFVEE A AR NS S FOR AL B 22 5 B (P<0.05) o RHE TR EUE A 2 ONHEIF{E .

Note: Different lowercase letters after the same column of data indicate significant difference (P<0.05). Table nutrient composition data for

two cutting average.
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Analysis of changes of crude protein and acid wash fiber content in sugarcane at different cutting stages
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Fig. 2 Analysis on changes of water soluble carbohydrate, crude fat and calcium content in sugarcane at different cutting stages

23 HEEAITEEN

2.3.1 ARE SAAMHRE RN E A Y T2 R
MR 6 WTLUEH, AREFZEAY)- RN
—, A=A~ AR DA E A P A 25 7. 15

AHBER AT, 2 GXFIAEY RSt RN s

HE 01-286°, k%] 163.95 t/hm?, HKE ‘=
16-16", 4 147.75 t/hm?, % =25 00-290, K
136.50 t/hm*, fALAE =B 12-2517, K
71.40 t/hm®; 15 ANHEER B 2 YORE & 7= i 1E
71.40~163.95 t/hm® Z i), #Ji#Aid CK1, CK2, 20
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Tab. 6 Analysis of whole plant biomass of

different varieties t/hm?
e o2 W\X{J%ﬂi#ﬂffi . it
Cultivar Biological yield of twice cutting Total
I 11

Q27 58.20 60.30 118.50
FR93-910 40.20 69.00 109.20
CP72-3709 62.70 69.60 132.30
ROC22 34.65 40.50 75.15
7 HE 00-290 63.75 72.75 136.50
ZHE01-286 57.45 106.50 163.95
ZHE 06-160 47.10 67.80 114.90
ZE 12-201 52.50 63.60 116.10
ZHE 12-251 28.20 43.20 71.40
ZHE 12-198 43.80 48.45 92.25
ZE 12-142-1-T 33.60 51.90 85.50
~HE 14-357 43.95 28.50 72.45
=HE 16-16 83.70 64.05 147.75
ERE 11-726 38.40 36.00 74.40
TEE 11-728 54.60 56.85 111.45
[E 4 101( CK1) 24.15 37.50 61.65
[E 4 117( CK2) 13.35 10.65 24.00

AN EV A, A e MRBIMRIR R &
B 01-286" > ‘I 16-167 > ‘=HE 00-290° >
‘CP72-3709° > ‘Q27° > ‘& 12201 > ‘=
B 06-160° > ‘JHRE 11-728° > ‘FR93-910° > ‘&
ME 12-198° > ‘= 12-142-1-]° > ‘ROC22° >
EEE 11-726° > ‘=R 14-3577 > = 12-251°

> M 1017 > R 1177, ZiA bk (3 3,
£ 4) SN, AYrTE . CP S s TR
CKl1. CK2, ADF ##&fLTX 4] CK1, CK2,
e ‘ROC22° fe A idi ik [ 2 sh ) i el ek H
W AW . WSC & &= TXTIR4 CK1 . CK2,
ADF ZHLTX B4 CK1. CK2, ikt <Q27’
A AWM AR R R R, B
REAERKBUEARE, B, KEEHIEHME K
R = m R e A — Ik, X 5T X 6 H 15 H
29 H 25 HMMmE, IR AFER R FE —DEK S
G R A 77 s R A B 2
‘Q27’° “CP72-3709" * =i 00-290" * =i 01-286°
CBE16-167, FEALEIN A R XIHFIES B
2R — WK
232 HELSHHEEZTRRS S ERESH
M 7 W LUEH, ORI R AR B RS SR
W BB —ENES, CPrEBRENE ‘&
TE 00-290" F1 “ =8 01-2867, 435124 2.09 t/hm?.
2.17 t/hm?, FHAKMIE CK2, H 0.35 t/hm®; ADF
PRI B RE 00-290, K 11.50 t/hm®, #%
B & CK2, H 1.57 t/hm?; WSC P 5 5 i 2
‘ZTE 00-2907, b 8.41 t/hm?, HARMYE CK2,
9 0.99 t/hm?; EE PSR = 01-2867,
7 0.42 t/hm?, K0 & CK2, H 0.06 t/hm®; Ca
PRI RE 00-2907, K 0.16 t/hm?, 15
AHEES R CP. ADF, WSC. EE “RE¥ET

R7 TERMMBEFRITELR

Tab. 7 Comparison of nutrient yield of different varieties

o YR T%ﬁﬁfﬂi HHEE Hfﬂi @E‘mﬁ'ﬁi,%gz&?&i 7J<i%’>'rfkﬁf)”z7kﬁé%?£i *ﬂﬂ'&ﬂ)ﬁjfﬂi ’%Fﬂi

Cultivar DM/% DM ylezld CP ylelzd ADF ylild WSC ylczld EEylel;i Ca ylelzd

/(t-hm™) /(t-hm™) /(t-hm™) /(t-hm™) /(t-hm™) /(t-hm™)
Q27 16.69 19.77 1.52 7.27 6.06 0.26 0.10
FR93-910 17.90 19.54 1.54 7.56 3.30 0.24 0.12
CP72-3709 15.27 20.21 1.57 7.70 3.41 0.22 0.12
ROC22 15.60 11.72 0.99 4.13 2.63 0.14 0.07
= HE 00-290 21.19 28.93 2.09 11.50 8.41 0.34 0.16
ZTHE 01-286 18.31 30.02 2.17 10.56 435 0.42 0.20
ZTHE 06-160 17.18 19.74 1.60 7.19 4.49 0.19 0.12
= HHE 12-201 19.13 22.20 1.95 8.39 455 0.32 0.13
ZHE 12-251 18.80 13.42 1.04 5.08 2.46 0.17 0.08
ZHE 12-198 17.72 16.35 1.23 6.41 251 0.23 0.10
ZRE 12-142-1-  17.59 15.04 1.16 5.32 3.60 0.20 0.08
= HE 14-357 20.04 14.52 1.19 5.58 2.33 0.18 0.09
=HE 16-16 17.59 25.99 1.98 10.47 7.62 0.35 0.15
TEE 11-726 16.95 12.61 0.84 4.78 4.09 0.17 0.06
TEHE 11-728 18.89 21.05 1.45 7.64 5.85 0.29 0.13
M 4% 101 (CK1)  16.44 10.14 0.76 4.06 2.17 0.12 0.07
M4 117 (CK2)  17.54 421 0.35 1.57 0.99 0.06 0.02
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CK1 fil CK2,15 4~ H AP 1y Ca 7= i1t CK2,
HHEE CK1 MI8A 13 MHREER R

233 HEHARZAFEN 1S ADHEEMF, 4
Y- g ¥Eat CK1. CK2, CP & it CK1.
CK2 A 21>, ADF & #{%F CK1. CK2 iF 6
4, WSC &t CK1., CK2 I9E 6 4, 154
HRES AR EE =BT CK2, H5 CK2 Z[H]
(B ‘= 06-160" ) Jol 25, i 12 A HE
fnFhE EE S HEEET CKL (K 6, £ 7). W&
DT AR E 5 B 7 a LB i R, 15 AN H i
Fhi) CP. ADF, WSC. EE F=E#ET CKI1 fl
CK2( 5 7), 15 AHEESMFIAY Ca PP iEHL CK2,
CRAEFRG . R i KA T R IR A
i, PRI AR X R S AN H SRR R iR
BEHRESFORIE, 2518 Q277 ‘ROC22’ ‘=&
HE 01-286" ‘=HE 12-201° FI “VHRE 11-7287

3 itig

KA s G RR R TR, HE SRR
A e (TR R, HREA T I
AWFFE 15 A H RS R AE Y 7= 5 2 N E S T =
ATCERIR 163.95 thm?, WAFAEIER 3 ¥k (— 4
KR ), A TR 200 t £ 47, %
280~300 JC/t, M FEEAIIK 5.6~6.0 JiJG, ARWFIE
A S =Y a (CHEAE RIS 1 A
FERAE 12 ), HiEHEEEEAEY (4K
B ) K H 3 Rl & e B — R . A 5T
10 A& FE e S A EE R8RS, 2058
CP. ADF, WSC. EE, Ca, H5H0¥ 2 E I
AR TR R —B, A5 v TR H T
(1) %85 3% 53 I 58 Rl RE S R O e o H E =l
EAMAWEREL =, MR, R
REHEAE 2, HATEN X2 & A RN E3)H
A= Wy = i R 3 E 9 R ) T AN B PR T T 1 A ik
o BT H RS A AR R 2, AR
L HREAS [RDA B 3 55 o A 7 A —
FEMZES, XATREZ M AP ERE L IR . SCRESR
MR R TR S R A H RER AR SRR T
ARYWRERERFIIN, B2 HEEHE, |
e A SRR BE AR o AT S A Y P T B
22 15, 224 AR 6 A BE T v A ) R L A AR
FIRE I, A R L e B S AR R TAE

HELE F A —4F 2~3 YOMEETATRY, 49
FEE B 2 ANMERHE RES R AR E, B

HECP &k CK1. CK2 EHA 24, ADF &
Ft CK1. CK2 fiKiA 6 4, WSC & CKI1,
CK2 HA 64, 15 AHEES Y EE & &3(K
T CK2, H5 CK2 2] (B& ‘= 06-1607 ) TG
WEES, HPH 2 AHEES RN EE &5
CK1, A 13 MNHEEMFP Ca & &8t CK2, fr
DL, i R A2 e ) FH o B 0 8 1) DG B R
TR LA AR bR o ASHIFSE I A U A3 AT AR
Y= i K 10 ST GRDREE LS IR0y, IS At ]
TR A, P H R AL, S H R
PRHE T RIS, AME A Z R T A A E 2
RAFFERY, i ELAR R M Sl &5 7= b i sl ke

gi LTk, HEEmR A1, JFEAE R,
—SEFEIAA TS AP R, T SR L A
(T b R R i RESA AR, SR H—4F 3 1
IO 5= W DR PoIE 7 o SR SR 7 S S
JEAT TR R 4 A FEE R TR PRI ER
et R H B IR, ST H RS EH R,
PR S R R B4 s DB P L Aok
U5, WRHEERMZ T kR, RS
WiE mah A e e, LR LR, W
JE4 H ER AR, S BRAes Fa e K .

Il

S % 3Lk

(1] HEPATFR. 2020 44 E 52 STl & & R
5% a8 [R]. https://www.cir.cn/

China Industry Research Network. 2020 China’s ruminant
feed industry development research and development trend
analysis report[R]. https://www.cir.cn/. (in Chinese)

2]  #hC. RSmEFEEMY st i E R R, 1998.
HAN Y W. Feed and feeding science[M]. Beijing: China
Agriculture Press, 1998. (in Chinese)

(3] ERERE, M EH FORKLE FOKEXT S 2 sh Y B R

AR X RS TR (1], BUARE A EE, 2015(1):
49-52.
HAN L L, CONG Y Y. Effects of dietary crude protein lev-
els on rumen fermentation and microflora of ruminants[J].
Modern Animal Husbandry and Veterinary, 2015(1): 49-52.
(in Chinese)

[4] BREFR, JHEH, REF. EXREFRBSHZE AL B

FAAZAH, 2004(9): 1589-1593.
CHEN Y X, ZHOU D W, ZHANG Y F. Spatiotemporal dy-
namics of nutrients in maize[J]. Applied Ecology, 2004 (9):
1589-1593. (in Chinese)

[51 MR, FEA, SEE BABOKILEYE IR



%14

R A s A RDOEUIH B TR o A AR 7 W S AR A (PP A

121

(6]

(7]

(8]

[9]

[10]

(1]

[12]

[13]

[14]

JE]. WS AR 2R (A AR AR, 2003, 24(1):
103-109.

GAED,QIZL, LU S F. The progress of carbohydrates nu-
trition research on dairy cow[J]. Journal of Inner Mongolia
Agricultural University (Natural Science Edition), 2003,
24(1): 103-109. (in Chinese)

EB, BET, THEE, BREBE. Bordiiem]. dea:
PR ELRLA H A, 2006.

WANG X, ZHAO T N, DING G D, CHEN M 1J. Forage
cultivation[M]. Beijing: China Environmental Science Press,
2006. (in Chinese)

XS, [l AR. R A X R 5 E A R T s ).
VYR, 2004(7): 11-13.

DENG R, XIANG Q H. Effects of grassland fertilization on
production capacity of herbivorous livestock[J]. Sichuan
Grassland, 2004(7): 11-13. (in Chinese)

WHEELER W E, NOLLER C H, WHITE J. Efieet oflevel of
calcium and sodium bicarbonate in high concentrate diets on
perform oncean d nutrient utilization by beef steers[J]. Jour-
nal of Animal Science, 1981. 53(2): 499-515.

Bps, SCBR¥R, B B, A HEER T E RN
el R AR ], FREEHEAR U], 2003(7): 15.
ZHONG S, WEN J K, ZHOU Z W, YANG S P. Feeding
value of sugarcane and its application prospect in beef cattle
industry[J]. Breeding Technical Consultant, 2003(7): 15. (in
Chinese)

BEBE . H R R T R AT s AR EE,
1999(2): 41-42.

HONG Q H. Development and utilization of sugarcane feed
resources[J]. Yunnan Animal Husbandry and Veterinary,
1999(2): 41-42. (in Chinese)

PATE F M, ALVAREZ J, PHILLIPS J D, Eiland B R. Sug-
arcane as a cattle feed: production and utilization[J]. Bulletin,
2002, 844: 1-21.

WZRoK, EoKERE, FRMRE, £k B0 ARiEE
TR R[], HHE, 1995(4): 34-35.

ZENG D H, WANG S Q, GUO CF, WANG Z L, PAN S M.
New ideas for developing feed sugarcane[J]. Sugarcane,
1995(4): 34-35. (in Chinese)

HAK. B BERRA 117 Bt Rt & SR ET]. A
A BFE, 2016, 36(4): 55-58.

ZENG R Q. Breeding and utilization value of new forage
sugarcane variety Minmu 117[J]. Tropical Agricultural Sci-
ence, 2016, 36(4): 55-58. (in Chinese)

HOCE, BN, EHEE, MKE], NN AR,

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

KD, R REXT LSRR TERE . B IR TR AL
. MIEAEbR SR H R RSB []. SE TR,
2018, 30(12): 5182-5191.

HUANG W Q,LYU X K, WANG S Q, YANG C J, JIANG
X G, DIAO Q Y, ZHANG N F. Effects of whole plant
sugarcane on growth performance, nutrient apparent digesti-
bility, serum indexes and rumen fermentation parameters of
goats[J]. Animal Nutrition Journal, 2018, 30(12): 5182-5191.
(in Chinese)

ATE, AW, WO, A AR R YA
Vet ftp R B IR AR AR I A . R e ROk Rk 1o
WFSE[I]. BB E R, 2020, 51(11): 2743-2756.

ZHENG Y H, DU W, HUANG W M, LI S L. Rumen degra-
dation characteristics of whole plant sugarcane and its appli-
cation in substituting alfalfa, oatgrass and concentrate for
dairy cattle[J]. Journal of Animal Husbandry and Veterinary
Medicine, 2020, 51(11): 2743-2756. (in Chinese)

e, Eist, £, B, BRT, B, & HIR,
Bt #EsR. RS 2R S T IR A 4
ORMEET]. FRFH 51K, 2014(2): 15-17.

XUY, WANG R G, WANG R, ZHENGJL,LITP,LIQ X,
GAO Y E, DUAN Z S, YANG G R. Observation on the ef-
fect of whole-plant sugarcane and whole-plant barley mixed
silage on beef cattle[J]. Breeding and Feed, 2014(2): 15-17.
(in Chinese)

FINE, B =, RS R C4 IR
B2 94-42 BRG], HPEHH, 1998(5): 13-17.

LU C B, HONG Y Y. Report on the breeding of new C4
subtropical forage line 94-42 with evergreen four seasons,
high yield and good quality[J]. Chinese Grassland, 1998, 5:
13-17. (in Chinese)

M, REMEDE, REZEE, Tk, 24k, XA RATEM
I3 TR BREUE LT 14 E IR A A
PERE[]. VLPEAOM RF2:4R, 2015, 37(2): 249-259.

TIAN H, XIONG H Q, XIONG J B, ZHANG H S, CAI H,
LIU Y. The principal component analysis and membership
function method were used to comprehensively evaluate the
production performance of 14 silage maize varieties[J].
Journal of Jiangxi Agricultural University, 2015, 37(2):
249-259. (in Chinese)

B4, R H R R IR Al & B9 4R A (8 23 47 (D).
T RO, 2018.

HUANG C H. Evaluation of feeding sugarcane families and
analysis of feeding value of strains[D]. Fuzhou: Fujian Ag-

riculture and Forestry University, 2018. (in Chinese)



